School autonomy and accountability are key components to ensure education quality. Studies have shown a clear causal link between school autonomy and efficiency in resource use (Barrera-Osorio et al. 2009 ). By transferring core managerial responsibilities to local schools, school autonomy fosters local accountability and increases the participation of parents and the community. As a result, the education provided tends to reflect local priorities, values, and needs (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011). Also, as local accountability reveals areas for improvement in the school system-such as increasing the technical and pedagogical capacity of teachers or increasing the participation of parents in student lifeeducation quality and learning outcomes tend to improve (Vegas and Umansky 2005).
Why Do Autonomy and Accountability Matter?
School autonomy and accountability are key components to ensure education quality. Studies have shown a clear causal link between school autonomy and efficiency in resource use (Barrera-Osorio et al. 2009 ). By transferring core managerial responsibilities to local schools, school autonomy fosters local accountability and increases the participation of parents and the community. As a result, the education provided tends to reflect local priorities, values, and needs (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011) . Also, as local accountability reveals areas for improvement in the school system-such as increasing the technical and pedagogical capacity of teachers or increasing the participation of parents in student lifeeducation quality and learning outcomes tend to improve (Vegas and Umansky 2005) .
Although there is little formal evidence that teacher quality improves as a direct result of school-based management, there is a compelling argument that increasing school accountability is a necessary condition for improving teacher quality. The implementation of school-based management (SBM) can increase the support that parents and school councils give to good teachers-for example, by providing CHAPTER 6 School Autonomy and Accountability
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vidence shows that the most successful schools are those that have pedagogical and budgetary autonomy and that enforce regular student assessments. This chapter presents a set of indicators to build strong autonomy and accountability mechanisms that will enhance education quality. The East Asian benchmarking exercise shows that budgetary autonomy at the school level is well established in most of the economies surveyed but may still require some changes to be fully achieved. In terms of school and teacher assessment, several of the economies are at the established and advanced stages, while only a few are still at the emerging stage. This finding suggests that with a little effort, most economies in the region could introduce these assessments and foster greater accountability throughout the school system. In terms of the participation of parents in school councils and the enforcement of accountability, some economies are doing very well, while several others are still at the emerging stage. In the case of autonomy over personnel decisions, most economies are at only the latent or emerging stage.
SUMMARY

E
The essence of Hong Kong SAR, China's SBM reforms, which began in 1995, was to decentralize schools by devolving authority to all stakeholders, including the representatives of School-Sponsoring Bodies, principals, teachers, parents, and community members. School management committees were established to make key decisions and manage the direct transfer of funds from central government to schools. Funding was based on the number of students enrolled in each school. In addition, schools in Hong Kong SAR, China, were highly decentralized in the areas of budgeting, student affairs, and the curriculum, but less decentralized in terms of personnel management, especially in setting teacher salaries.
The role that school directors play in school management in Hong Kong SAR, China, is particularly important. They are the leaders in the school decision-making process, supported by members of the School-Sponsoring Body. In Hong Kong SAR, China, school directors and school board members are empowered to make decisions in consultation with departmental heads and teachers. The effectiveness of SBM is reflected in the 2009 PISA results, where Hong Kong SAR, China, ranked third among the 66 participating economies.
Source: Ho (2005) salary and nonsalary incentives and by setting the right conditions to attract the best candidates into the teaching profession (Arcia et al. 2011a ).
Autonomy and accountability are key areas of SBM and can be monitored through a series of indicators that allow rapid assessment and improvement of education systems. Using indicators also enables governments to compare their own policies and practices with those of other economies where students excel in international achievement tests. In East Asia, Hong Kong SAR, China, is a best-practice example of SBM reforms (See box 6.1).
Box 6.1. School-Based Management in Hong Kong SAR, China:
An Example of Best Practice
Implementing Autonomy and Accountability for Improved Student Learning
School-based management is a form of decentralization in which school personnel are in charge of making most managerial decisions, often in partnerships with parents and the community. Such an approach to school management creates the proper conditions for improving student learning in a sustainable way (Barrera, Fasih, and Patrinos 2009). SBM can encompass different activities and policies to improve student learning by involving both teachers and parents. By allowing more local control over school operations, SBM fosters a new social contract between parents and teachers by improving communication and increasing local cooperation and local accountability.
For SBM to work effectively, it is useful to align the incentives of key stakeholders in a common strategy bound by the implicit incentives of the legal framework. Some components of SBM may take more time than others to be defined, whereas others may need to be implemented gradually until full autonomy and accountability are reached (Ho 2006) . This gradual implementation requires the interplay of various managerial factors that determine autonomy and accountability at the school level, which can take several years to occur-see table 6.1. The available empirical evidence shows that it takes about eight years before school autonomy and accountability start affecting learning outcomes (Barrera, Fasih, and Patrinos 2009). Evidence also suggests that all of these critical components of SBM must be present and interconnected, so that the process amounts to more than just a series of discrete managerial activities (Arcia et al. 2011) . The most successful combination of managerial components is still being studied, but an emerging body of practice points to a set of variables that foster managerial autonomy, the assessment of results, and the use of the assessment to promote accountability among stakeholders (Gertler, Patrinos, and Rubio-Codina 2007) . These variables are used to assess the SBM indicators presented here.
The most recent empirical evidence on the effectiveness of SBM in improving learning comes from the analysis of the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) test results for 2009. PISA results cover 15-year-old students from 66 economies who took standardized tests in reading, mathematics, and science. Several Asian economies were among those that produced the best results, followed by several European economies, as shown in With regard to school autonomy and accountability, an analysis of 2009 PISA data by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development found that the most successful school systems in terms of academic achievement are those that give schools pedagogical and budgetary autonomy and that enforce regular student assessments. Moreover, to be successful, school systems do not necessarily have to tolerate education inequality. Specifically, the study found that  Economies where schools had more autonomy over teaching content and student assessment tended to perform better on the PISA test.
 PISA scores in schools with autonomy over resource allocation were higher than in schools with less autonomy (in economies where schools publicized their test results).
 Economies with standardized student assessment tended to do better than those without standardized student assessment.
 PISA scores among schools with students from varying social backgrounds differed less in economies that use standardized tests for assessing student performance than in than in economies that did not use them.
 Economies that allowed schools to compete for the best students did not obtain better PISA results than those that sought to reduce inequality in educational access.
Key Indicators for the Development of School Autonomy and Accountability
Five SBM indicators can serve as a benchmark for judging policy intent and progress in the introduction of school autonomy and accountability:
1. School autonomy in budget planning and approval
School autonomy in personnel management
3. Participation of the school council in school finance 4. Assessment of school and student performance
School accountability to stakeholders
Each of these indicators has a set of subindicators that make it possible to judge how far along each school is in the process of implementing each indicator (see table 6.3). 1B. Does the school director have the legal authority to set and manage staff and teacher salaries?
1C.
Does the school director have the legal authority to raise other funds in addition to the transfers received from national or local governments?
School autonomy in personnel management
2A. Are decisions to hire and fire teachers managed by the school director?
2B.
Do school councils (which may include the school director) have the legal authority to hire and fire teachers?
2C. Do school councils have the legal authority to hire and fire the school director?
Participation of the school council in school finance
3A. Does the school council assist the school director in the preparation of the school budget?
3B. Do school councils have the legal authority to approve the school budget?
3C.
Is there a manual or set of instructions describing the participation of the school councils in the preparation of the school budget?
3D. Do school councils have the legal authority to supervise the implementation of the school budget?
3E.
If school councils participate in the preparation and approval of the school budget, is this budget used as an input in the general budget prepared by the Ministry of Education?
4. Assessment of school and student performance 4A. Do schools perform yearly assessments of school and student performance?
4B.
Does the school use student assessments to make administrative or pedagogical decisions aimed at improving school and student performance?
4C. Do schools perform yearly assessments of learning outcomes using standardized tests?
4D.
Are the results of standardized tests used to make administrative or pedagogical decisions aimed at improving school and student performance?
4E.
Are the results of the assessment of school and student performance made public to parents?
School accountability to stakeholders
5A.
Is there a manual regulating how the school council can use of the results of the yearly assessments of school and student performance?
5B.
Is the school's assessment of school and student performance part of a national or regional assessment system?
5C. Does the school use the assessments to compare school performance with schools in similar conditions?
5D.
Do school councils have the legal authority to hire external auditors to carry out financial audits at the school?
5E.
Is there a manual to guide the school council in how to use financial audits to evaluate school performance?
For each economy in Asia, we assigned an overall SBM score of 1 (low), 2 (medium), or 3 (high). We also classified the progress of each country in achieving each subindicator according to four categories: latent, emerging, established, and advanced. A latent score indicates that the policy behind the indicator is not yet in place. An emerging score indicates that implementation of the program or policy is in progress. An established score indicates that the program or policy is in operation and meets the minimum standards. An advanced score indicates that the program or policy is in operation and reflects best practice.
These scoring rules apply to most countries, but some high-performing countries in terms of learning outcomes may have formal mechanisms for teacher recruitment, deployment, and retention that function well enough. Parents in those countries may not be active participants in school governance, and their direct involvement may be considered a second-best solution, since the formal accountability systems work very well. As a result, some subindicators for these countries could be implicitly classified at the advanced stage.
School Autonomy and School Accountability in East Asia
The results of the SABER (System Assessment and Benchmarking Education for Results) exercise for 14 East Asian economies are summarized in table 6.4. Results show that budgetary autonomy at the school level is well established in most of the economies assessed but may still require some changes to be fully achieved. However, the fact that the majority of the economies in the region are at the established level of autonomy in budget management is a good sign.
For the indicator of school and teacher assessment, several of the economies are at the established and advanced stages, while only a few are still at the emerging stage. This finding suggests that, with only a little effort, most economies could introduce these assessments, which would enable them to compare the educational performance of their schools and teachers and would foster accountability throughout the school system.
The indicators for parental participation in the school council and of the enforcement of accountability are at an intermediate stage of development, with some economies doing very well but several others still at the emerging stage. In the case of the indicator for autonomy over personnel decisions, most economies are at only the latent or emerging stage. 
